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Part A: Introduction 
 
The Barbican Association (BA) is the recognised Tenants’ Association for the 
approximately 4,500 residents of the City’s largest residential cluster.  In responding to 
the Proposed Submission Draft City Plan (the Plan), the BA’s main concern is to protect 
residential amenity.  In Part A the BA makes general observations and in Part B sets out 
its observations on specific policies in the Plan.  Appendix 1 contains examples of how 
the existing Local Plan is failing to protect residential amenity.  Appendix 2 reproduces 
an open letter recently sent by the Chairs of both the BA and the Golden Lane Estate 
Residents’ Association to the City of London Corporation (the Corporation). 
 
Protecting Residential Amenity 
 
1. The policies that protect residential amenity need to have a much stronger status 

within the Plan for two reasons.  The first is the undemocratic nature of the 
Corporation’s governance structures, particularly its Planning and Transportation 
Committee (PTC).  The majority of PTC members neither live in the City nor 
represent its residents.  Several of them, including the current PTC chair, have full 
time professional associations within the property sector.  These members do not 
have to live with the physical and mental health consequences of their decisions.  
The tendency is therefore to approve commercial development and to disregard the 
interests of residents.  This permanent bias, which neuters the residential voice, 
needs to be counterbalanced by planning policies which protect residential amenity.  
The second reason is that the residential clusters in the City are few in number (see 
Figure 4, p26 of the Plan) and, like the major heritage assets, deserve special 
protection from encroachment to ensure that residential amenity means what it says 
i.e. the elements of a location or neighbourhood that contribute to its overall 
character and the enjoyment of its residents.   
 

2. The examples in Appendix 1 show how the residents’ quality of life and enjoyment of 
natural light have been persistently eroded in recent years by ever larger and taller 
developments which have increased noise and artificial light pollution whilst 



reducing natural light.  There will be no restraint on the combined ambitions of the 
Corporation and the property industry, unless red lines are drawn for the protection 
of residential amenity.  The dominance of office construction, even where it borders 
on residential clusters, is also indicated by the number of section 106 agreements 
that are signed with developers:  these are a “mechanism which make a 
development proposal acceptable in planning terms, that would not otherwise be 
acceptable.” 
 

3. The Plan does not mention the Listed Building Management Guidelines for the 
Barbican’s grade II listed buildings and grade II* registered landscape and 
gardens.  These guidelines are supplementary planning documents (SPDs).  Yet this is 
not acknowledged as a constraint on development around the estate in the key 
areas for change section of the Plan.  Such an acknowledgment should be included. 
 

4. The BA is aware of the SPD on enforcement, which helpfully sets out the legislation, 
process, and procedures. In practice, however, enforcement is another weakness, 
because the Corporation does not invest in the resources required for prompt and 
effective action. 
 

5. The BA welcomes the inclusion in several policies (HS3, CV3, CV4 and by implication 
DE.8 and S12) of a statement that the cumulative effect of development on 
neighbouring properties (especially residences) will be taken into account.  Much 
residential amenity in the City has been damaged over the past 20 years by 
cumulative effects, especially a reduction in daylight caused by increasingly tall 
buildings.  There is, however, no explanation of how cumulative effect will be 
measured.  Without a baseline, the policies are meaningless.  The Plan needs to 
specify exactly how cumulative effect is to be measured. 
 
Is the Plan Already Out of Date? 
 

6. The Plan fails to address three significant issues: Brexit, the post-pandemic working 
environment, and the imperative of combatting climate change within the built 
environment.  The Plan does address the fact that the previous plan’s projections for 
employment and required office space might be radically reduced by one or all of 
these factors.  The Corporation itself seems to have recognised this to some extent 
by the publication on 27 April 2021 of The Square Mile: Future City. 
 
The need to acknowledge and reconcile conflicting objectives 
 

7. The Plan seeks to fulfil a number of conflicting objectives without either recognising 
the inherent tension between them, or setting out a framework for managing the 
conflict.  The Plan aspires to achieve: very tall office developments; a return to pre-
pandemic employment patterns and office space projections; a vibrant 24/7 culture 
and economy; tranquil spaces and children’s play areas; the preservation of heritage; 
a rebound in the numbers of tourist and business visitors; the encouragement of 
walking and cycling; a rebooting of hotel facilities and hospitality; compliance with 
the Corporation’s Climate Action Strategy (CAS); the preservation of residential 



amenity; and an increase in the number of residential units.  The BA’s concern, as 
already mentioned, is with maintaining and enhancing residential amenity.  The BA 
thinks the Plan needs to be clear as to the relative weight to be given to these 
different objectives where they conflict, especially in areas that border residential 
areas such as the Barbican estate (see Appendix 1). 

 
8. The planners say that demand for high class offices remains high – partly based on 

recent applications.  If firms move into newly-built office space which meets post-
pandemic needs, what is the Corporation’s plan for vacated 19th and 20th century 
office buildings?  Are they to become empty eyesores, or the site of the next taller 
building, or will the opportunity be taken to convert them to residential or cultural 
use?  This Plan is completely silent on this question, although it will be a major issue 
for the next 15 years.  It is an issue which should be addressed in the Plan. 
 
Climate Change 
 

9. Large office developments are huge contributors to carbon emissions: 
deconstruction, construction and operation all contribute to an increase in emissions 
over replaced buildings.  The promotion of new, large commercial space is not 
compatible with the Corporation’s own ambitious CAS.  The BA fears that the need 
to meet the Scopes 1 and 2 net zero carbon targets by 2027 and the Scope 3 target 
by 2040 will be severely prejudiced if the Corporation continues to grant planning 
permission to itself and other developers for large developments. 
 

10. Given that the Corporation’s priority is to develop more office space, it is essential 
that certain constraints are visibly enforced, to ensure that the very features which 
bring commerce, visitors and employment to the Square Mile are not lost. These 
features enhance the City and deserve greater prominence in the Plan. They include: 
residential amenity, which enhances the environment for everybody, not just 
residents; environmental considerations; and preserving the heritage assets. 
 
Culture Mile 
 

11. The Corporation makes much of the Culture Mile, and looks to Crossrail, the 
Museum of London’s move to West Smithfield, and the redevelopment of the meat 
market, to enhance the existing cultural footprint.  Meanwhile, the Centre for Music, 
planned to occupy the current Museum of London site, has been cancelled in favour 
of an upgrade of the Arts Centre.  The “Culture Mile” is nothing more than a 
marketing label for the existing well-established and well-regarded cultural 
institutions.  This is not a radical plan demonstrating the Corporation’s commitment 
to culture. 
 

12. The proposals for the meat market are under development and long range 
(legislation is required to move the market).   What is of more current concern is that 
the cancellation of the Centre for Music offers the prospect of redeveloping that site, 
alongside the neighbouring Bastion House, as office space, and not as a cultural 
gateway from the South West approach to the City.  The Plan should be clear about 



the Corporation’s overall intentions for this large and important site, which the BA 
believes should be subject to a full examination of the best use of the site.  Please 
refer to Appendix 2 for the BA’s proposed approach. 
 
Housing 
 

13. At various places in the Plan the Corporation makes reference to increasing the 
number of residential units.  Upon closer inspection, it is unclear how the target will 
be delivered.  The Plan relies on the availability of “windfall” sites, as opposed to 
sites which would be allocated to meet the Corporation’s housing target  This means 
housing development will not be planned.  The BA would prefer to see a real 
determination to increase the number of housing units within the Square Mile, by 
converting unused office space post-pandemic, and/or by actively seeking suitable 
sites.  The empty space post-pandemic is an opportunity to encourage a stable, 
resident population, which will enhance the fabric of the City, making it a more 
attractive place to live, work and visit.  The Corporation is making a superficial 
reference to what is widely seen elsewhere as an opportunity to redraw the purpose 
of a city centre, encouraging a stable, resident population and meeting a real 
housing need, rather than depending on transient commuters or tourists. 
 
Disability and Disappointment 
 

14. Given the emphasis in Strategic Policy S1 on a healthy and inclusive City, the BA is 
disappointed not to see more practical emphasis placed on the needs of mobility 
impaired people to get around the City.  Most of the policies to exclude vehicles 
make no provision for people who cannot walk and who rely on vehicles to reach 
their destination. 
 
Conclusion 
 

15. The BA has no confidence that the Plan will lead to any improvement in the 
protection of residential amenity or indeed the heritage assets.  The planning 
process is inherently biased in favour of office development.  The Corporation is 
seemingly obsessed with more taller buildings without regard for the consequences 
to climate, heritage or residents.  The policies which purport to protect residential 
amenity and heritage assets are ineffective and require significant strengthening. 
 

16. The timescales of both the CAS and the London Plan’s housing requirements are 
similar, enabling the BA to propose that the period of the Plan be reduced 
accordingly.  The BA considers 2030 to be an appropriate date, as this would allow 
for the preparation of a new plan from 2030 based on how closely the Corporation 
might have come to meeting CAS’s Scope 1 and Scope 2 targets, as well as the 
London Plan’s housing requirements. 
 

  



Part B: Specific Comments 
 

Chapter 3 Vision, strategic objectives, and spatial strategy 
 

3.1.4 The BA strongly supports the policy that new housing should be built near to 
existing residential clusters.  It accepts that housing near intensive commercial activity 
would conflict with the City’s global business role and result in poor residential amenity.  
However, the corollary should be that, in the residential areas, residential amenity 
should be accorded a much higher priority than is evident in this Plan.  Residential areas 
should be protected from intrusive commercial and cultural activities.  

 
3.1.6 Where is the evidence that good design, management, and a broad mix of 
uses will protect residential amenity?  The BA accepts that acoustic design to eliminate 
noise pollution can help, but the Local Plan (a planning regime plan) has no control over 
how buildings or activities are managed.  It is not clear that a broad mix of uses reduces 
the impact on residential amenity – it is more likely to damage residential amenity 
through a variety of activities at different times of the day and night. 

 
3.2.4  The assumptions in this paragraph are questionable.  Business travel may 
well reduce in favour of more virtual contact. The North West of the City does indeed 
have world class cultural events in the Barbican Centre and other venues, but it is not 
clear what extra world class venues the Culture Mile will bring as it is merely a marketing 
label rather than a substantive enhancement to the existing cultural offering 

 
3.2.5 Similarly, there may be fewer workers physically in the City each day, making 
an expansion in retail and hospitality less likely, at least during the life of the Plan. It is a 
leap of faith to assume there will be more visitors than can be supported by existing 
capacity. 

 
3.4.6  This paragraph says of the Barbican and Smithfield area that “evening and 
night-time activities will expand and will be well-managed to protect residential 
amenity.” This is an unsupported and unsupportable statement and is plainly wrong.  
The City has no means of managing behaviour on its streets short of the police 
intervening in illegal activity. The only thing that will protect residential amenity is a 
spatial strategy that keeps residential areas and the night time economy separate. 
 
3.5.1 This paragraph states that “a balance needs to be struck between the 
competing demands for further commercial and office growth, the rapidly growing 
workforce, the growing cultural and visitor economies and the needs and expectations 
of the City’s permanent residential population.”  This is true, other than the reference to 
“growing”, but the BA observes that there are no concrete proposals for how this is to 
be achieved, and accordingly has no confidence that this balance will be struck.  The 
BA’s experience is that the needs of the City’s permanent residential population are at 
the bottom of this list of priorities, notwithstanding the many statements to the 
contrary in the Plan. 

 



3.5.4 Table 2 gives an indication of the distribution of development in the key 
areas of change. The BA notes that housing is the predominant development use in the 
Smithfield and the Barbican, at 20-30% (incidentally, it is unclear in this table what the 
percentages are of). Offices are 0-10%.  
 
The BA notes in the accompanying evidence paper, Topic Paper 6G Key Areas of Change: 
Smithfield and the Barbican (https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/assets/Services-
Environment/planning-draft-local-plan-kaoc-land-use-smithfield-and-barbican.pdf) that 
office buildings due to be completed in 2021/22 (i.e. 21 Moorfields, 101 Moorgate, the 
Farringdon Station oversite development) add 101,301 sq m of office space to the 
existing 715,600 sq m. That represents an increase of 14% over the existing amount – 
i.e. well over the 0-10% projected for the area till 2036. 
 
In addition there are several other sites in the pipeline, some already consented, that 
will increase office space: 150 Aldersgate Street, 1-12 Long Lane, Tenter House, 18-19 
Long Lane, City Place House.  The City’s stated ambition is also primarily for office space 
on the sites of Bastion House and the Museum of London.  
 
An obsession with offices is already driving a coach and horses through the Plan and, in 
doing so, limiting the space available for housing in this area.  
 
The Plan says it will rely on “windfall” space becoming available on an ad hoc basis for 
housing.  But there will be no windfall sites for housing if they are all redeveloped for 
offices.  
 
Spatial Strategy (p24) The Spatial Strategy is clearly the overarching strategy in this 
Local Plan – it is after all about the use of space in the City. In its 11 points it mentions 16 
aspirations: 
zero emissions by 2040; more greening; better air quality; 2 million sq m of new office 
space; maintaining the City as a leading financial and professional services centre; 
healthy working environments; supporting specialist clusters of businesses; more 
cultural facilities; additional homes; adding tall buildings to the City’s skyline without 
dwarfing the Tower of London and St Paul’s Cathedral; encouraging retail growth; 
balancing growth without damaging heritage assets or open spaces; radically 
transforming the City’s streets; promoting use of the River Thames; preventing flooding.  
 
Those aspirations do not include protecting residential amenity. 
 
The omission of any mention of residential amenity in this key strategy makes all the 
other mentions of it in this Plan of little value. Unless residential amenity is included in 
the Spatial Strategy the BA will conclude that it does not matter at all to the City.  

 

Chapter 4 Contribute to a flourishing society 
 

Strategic Policy S1: Healthy and Inclusive City S1 expects developers:  
 

to consult early; and 

https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/assets/Services-Environment/planning-draft-local-plan-kaoc-land-use-smithfield-and-barbican.pdf
https://www.cityoflondon.gov.uk/assets/Services-Environment/planning-draft-local-plan-kaoc-land-use-smithfield-and-barbican.pdf


to limit light spillage. 
 
Both these requirements were in the previous plan (DM 15.7), but have not always been 
observed.  In particular, light pollution is a growing problem from construction sites and 
new buildings.  Simply repeating the expectation will not make it happen.  The BA would 
like the City to enforce engagement by developers and insist on black out covering 
during construction and during the hours of darkness while the building is operating. 
 
Policy HL2: Air quality  The BA suggests that this policy should include as an item the 
establishment of zero emission zones round residential areas, as this is Corporation 
policy. 

 
Policy HL3: Noise and light pollution As a corollary to the request in respect of S1 
above, the Corporation should require a lighting impact assessment in the same 
circumstances as a noise impact assessment. 

 
4.1.5 Open roof top spaces are not an adequate substitute for green space on the 
ground, because of their inaccessibility: people have to make reservations, queue, and 
go through security.  This paragraph acknowledges the potential for clashes between 
exercisers and pedestrians. 

 
Strategic policy S2: Safe and secure City  S2 should set out some requirements for 
building materials that are more resistant to bomb blasts than continuous glass surfaces. 

 
Policy SA2 Dispersal routes The BA doubts that the expectation for dispersal routes 
set out at SA2 will be achieved, as it relies on management action which the Corporation 
is not resourced to deliver.  The risk of noise and disruption is acknowledged, but the 
response is weak and will be ineffectual.  Developments which contemplate regular and 
extensive night time use should not be permitted adjacent to residential areas. 

 
4.3.6 et seq on housing Given that the Plan states that new housing should not be 
built in the commercial core (4.3.7), the corollary should be that space should be 
preserved near the existing residential clusters for the new housing units the 
Corporation plans to build.  Commercial use on these designated sites should be 
resisted.  At present the Plan has an aspiration to build 2,482 new housing units near to 
existing residential clusters, but no means of ensuring that happens.  The Plan refers to 
“windfall” sites i.e. ad hoc, unplanned and providential. 

 
4.3.11 This paragraph mentions brownfield sites as suitable windfall sites for 
development and refers to the brownfield register.  But there are no brownfield sites 
shown on the Corporation’s interactive map. 

 
Policy HS3 Residential Environment Following on from the observations above, the 
BA would propose to amend the opening paragraph and Items 1 and 2 of HS3 as shown 
below  – additions in bold and deletions struck through: 

 



“The amenity of existing residents will be protected by resisting uses which would cause 
unacceptable disturbance from noise, light, fumes and smells and vehicle or pedestrian 
movements and further diminution of low daylight levels” 

 
“1. New noise-generating uses should be sited away from residential uses where 
possible. Where residential and other uses are located within the same development or 
area, adequate noise mitigation measures must be provided within the new 
development and, where required, planning conditions will be imposed to protect 
residential amenity.  

“2. All development proposals should be designed to minimise overlooking and seek to 
protect the privacy, day lighting and sun lighting levels to adjacent residential 
accommodation” 

 
Item 4 of HS3 refers to considering the cumulative impact on the amenity of existing 
residents.  This is entirely in line with the agent of change principle and is welcomed.  
The BA seeks more specifics – as in its previous comments - on how cumulative effect 
will be defined. There needs to be an explicit statement of a baseline. 

 
4.3.44 This paragraph requires a stronger statement to help prevent additional loss 
of already low levels of light.  The existing plan includes policies to protect daylight and 
sunlight, but developers regularly propose buildings that reduce levels below the 20% 
BRE recommendation and are allowed to get away with it, when modifications (such as 
keeping to the street’s existing building line and not adding floors or stepping back 
upper floors) could prevent this and provide a real protection to residential amenity (see 
Appendix 1). 

 

Chapter 5 Support a thriving economy 
 

Strategic Policy S6: Culture, Visitors and the Night-Time Economy The BA would 
propose the following suggested additions in bold: 

 
“Allowing hotel development where it supports the primary business or cultural role of 
the City, and refusing new hotels where they would compromise the City’s business 
function or the potential for future business growth or damage residential amenity [this 
is consistent with wording elsewhere in the Plan (Policy CV3). 

Enabling a vibrant evening and night-time economy, where it will not affect residents in 
the residential clusters and while ensuring that operators proactively manage night-
time entertainment premises to minimise potential impact to others.” 

Policy CV2: Provision of Visitor Facilities This policy seems not to engage with the 
reality of the City: 
 

• The City is not the South Bank.   

• The City has very few open spaces suitable for hanging out, even at riverside level.  

• It has no truly generous open spaces.   



• It has a fascinating medieval street plan suitable for exploring, and lots of interesting 
architecture, suitable for contemplation and photography.   

• It has several cultural institutions (museums, art galleries, concert halls, theatres) 
suitable for watching and listening.  They have a defined capacity.   

• It has several pocket parks, which are much valued by workers (and visitors) as quiet 
places in a busy City, but are hardly a magnet for mass tourism (indeed mass tourism 
would undermine them).   

• It has a riverfront – which is mainly narrow – and is mentioned in 7.2.1 as “The 
riverside provides a breathing space from the busy environment which characterises the 

rest of the City”, so there is no point attracting crowds and street art there.   

• It has a cluster of bars and clubs on its periphery – around Liverpool Street and 
Smithfield.   

If the City is a world class business centre, the BA does not understand the extent of the 
Plan’s focus on night-time activity independent of the cultural offering. 

 
Policy CV4: Evening and Night-Time Economy The BA would like a statement that: 

 
“Proposals for new evening and night-time entertainment and related uses and the 
extension of existing premises will not be permitted adjacent to residential clusters and 
otherwise will be permitted only where it can be demonstrated that, either individually 
or cumulatively, there is no unacceptable impact on:..” 

 
There are no management conditions that can ensure that residents are not affected by 
late evening and night time premises outside their windows. 

 
5.3.2 This paragraph sets out the Corporation’s ambitions for a cultural offer as an 
integral part of the Square Mile.  The BA notes that in the previous draft of the Plan, the 
Barbican was identified in 3.5.4 as a cultural area.  In the current draft that has been 
changed to part of the night-time economy.  This phrase comes from the London Plan, 
but the London Plan itself includes protection from noise for sensitive places like 
residences in policies D13 Agent of Change and D14 Noise.  The Barbican Centre’s 
concert hall and theatres are already part of the night time economy, but the building is 
well sound proofed and events tend to finish at reasonable times. Intensified activities 
inside and outside the building and longer into the night represent new uses.  Residents 
would expect the Agent of Change principle to be followed to ensure that such activities 
do not create a nuisance for residents.  The Corporation’s noise strategy identifies the 
centre of the Barbican Estate as one of the City’s quietest areas, but it is not likely to 
stay that way unless activity is held at its present level.  You simply cannot have a large 
housing estate as a night time destination. 

 
5.3.6 The BA considers paragraph 5.3.6 to be a helpful statement, but it is at odds 
with much of the tone of the section on culture, with its emphasis on “vibrancy”. 

 
Strategic Policy S6: Culture, Visitors and the Night-Time Economy The Plan does not 
acknowledge the spatial clash between the North West of the City being its biggest 
residential area, with more housing planned, and the site of the City’s major cultural 
offer, with more 24 hour activity planned. This is a fundamental contradiction and there 



are no policies in this Plan to resolve that clash, or indeed any awareness that there is a 
conflict. 

 
5.3.26 The comments about reducing anti-social behaviour in paragraph 5.3.26 have 
the effect of extending the hours of noise nuisance to the detriment of residents. It is 
unreasonable and unhealthy that residents can expect NO quietening of the daily bustle 
during their waking hours. 

 
5.3.32 This paragraph requires restaurants, cafes and similar businesses to state the 
proposed hours of operation in applications.  The BA proposes that there should be an 
additional requirement as follows: “The City Corporation may impose conditions 
requiring the closure of the premises at specific times to protect residential amenity and 
other sensitive uses.” 

 

Chapter 6 Shape outstanding environments 
 

Strategic Policy S8: Design The BA does not understand how (point 4) it is possible 
for the development proposed to contribute “towards a zero emission, zero carbon and 
climate resilient City.” 
 
The BA proposes that S8 item Item 6 should be amended as shown in bold: 

 
“Where appropriate, delivers street level building frontages which are active, public-
facing, usable, permeable, interesting, well-detailed and appropriately lit (but respecting 
the heritage of the buildings and their use), delivering suitable levels of passive 
surveillance;” 

 
 

6.1.7 The BA considers that a Design Review Panel is necessary to ensure that all 
developments meet the highest standards of urban design.  The BA made this point 
before, and the response was that the Corporation had enough experience within its 
planning team and that: “Through internal and external consultation COL will undertake 
assessments of planning applications against adopted policy to ensure that the policy 
criteria is met.” 
 
This response misses the point.  It is not about conformity with planning policies.  It is 
about the quality of the visual design of buildings that otherwise meet the policies.  
There are some truly ugly buildings in the City that do it and its heritage no credit, and 
they include some being built now. 

 
Figure 11 (page 113) is very misleading.  It has the effect of making the Barbican and 
Golden Lane estates look like impregnable fortresses.  The implication of the 
surrounding text is that this large block of blue is ripe for the imposition of pedestrian 
permeability.  Firstly the colour coding is unnecessary. The overall mass of a building has 
no necessary correlation with its pedestrian permeability.  Secondly, the large block of 
blue that is the Barbican and adjacent London Wall Place is much more permeable than 
the map suggests.  There are plenty of pedestrian routes through that are not shown on 



the map both at ground level and at highwalk level (and the Barbican was always 
designed for pedestrians to walk at highwalk level).  Thirdly, as Barbican and Golden 
Lane were designed as housing estates in the middle of a busy city, their design affords 
them some protection from the immediate environment – i.e. some residential 
amenity. It is similar to garden squares in other parts of London. 
 
Policy DE2 New Development The BA suggests adding to Item 2, point 6: “Plant and 
building services equipment are fully screened from view and integrated into the design 
of the building and make no audible or olfactory impact on neighbouring buildings or 
streets.” 

 
6.1.27 The BA would propose to add to this paragraph as shown below: 

 
“For changes of use, developers and/or occupiers should investigate the potential to 
vent emissions to the roof. Where it can be demonstrated that venting of such 
emissions to the roof is not practical, venting to an adjacent footway will only be 
acceptable where the extraction system is of the highest specification for odour 
abatement and there is no adverse impact on neighbours by virtue of smells or other 
emissions. A management plan to maintain the extraction system will also need to be 
approved.  Other ventilation louvres should not be sited by adjoining footways. Plant 
noise and smells should not be apparent at street level or next to residences.” 

 
Policy DE3 Public Realm   The BA suggests the change in bold in point 4 
 
“The City’s heritage, identifying and enhancing features that contribute positively  
to the character, cultural experience and appearance of the City;” 
 
Policy DE4: Pedestrian permeability The BA suggests adding a further item to this 
policy  

 
Including measures to protect the infrastructure and pedestrians from inappropriate 
activities such as skateboarding 

 
Please consider the following policies together, in the light of the City’s Climate Action 
Strategy: 

 
Policy DE5: Terraces and Viewing Galleries 
Policy OS2: City Greening 
 
In DE5 the BA would like the first item reworded as follows 

 
There would be no immediate overlooking of residential premises, unacceptable 
disturbance from noise or other significantly adverse impacts on residential amenity. 
Where there is a potential for an significantly adverse impact, the use of an extensive 
green roof and a restriction on access should be usedconsidered as an alternative;  

 



The BA suggests that the Corporation should be encouraging terraces and requiring the 
largest possible UGF on all roofs in order to make the biggest possible contribution to 
climate resilience.  DE5.3 states that free to enter, publicly accessible areas will be 
required as part of all tall buildings or major developments, which may include roof 
gardens and terraces or public viewing galleries at upper levels.  
 
The BA agrees that publicly accessible areas should be required in major developments, 
but it disagrees that free to enter roof gardens are an acceptable way to provide that 
publicly accessible area. Making roof terraces accessible to the public will entail a low 
UGF and thus a lesser contribution to climate resilience. Access to roofs for the public 
should be restricted to only those roofs with exceptional views. Access to roofs near to 
residential clusters should be barred because it affects residential amenity.  If the 
Corporation is not prepared to do this then the BA proposes to remove the qualifier 
“significantly” from “adversely impacts”. 

 
Policy DE8: daylight and sunlight With respect to point 1 of DE8, the BA’s 
experience is that developers game this requirement and minimise the adverse effect 
on residents of a diminution of already low levels of light by more than BRE’s 
recommended 20% by arguing: 
 
The BRE guidelines are only guidelines. 
The guidelines allow for more flexibility in inner cities. 
The guidelines allow the developers to ignore the effect of balconies. 

 
The effect is that residents’ levels of daylight reduce as successive and successively 
taller buildings are built around them.  The BA would like the policy to say: 
 
“The Corporation will take account of the cumulative effects of developments on levels 
of daylight in dwellings in the residential clusters and will resist developments that 
reduce levels of daylight.” 

 
and 

 
“The design of new developments should allow for the lighting needs of neighbouring 
buildings (especially residential buildings and other sensitive buildings) and provide 
them with acceptable levels of daylight and sunlight consistent with a city centre 
context, minimising the need for artificial lighting.” 

 
These proposals would give some force to the statements in the Plan that the planners 
will take account of the cumulative effects of developments on residential amenity. 
More City residents will be working from home, so the need for better levels of day and 
sunlight throughout the working day will be more important. 

 
6.1.58 The Plan says: 

 



“Given the importance of the City’s open spaces in a high-density urban environment, 
the impact of any changes to sunlight on the public realm will need to be carefully 
evaluated even if proposals comply with BRE guidelines.” 

 
The BA would expect the same respect to be shown to residents living in this high 
density urban environment as it accords to open spaces. The open spaces are used 
predominantly by workers and visitors for relatively short periods. Residences are lived 
in round the clock. Please include a statement that “the impact of any changes to 
sunlight on residential buildings will need to be carefully evaluated even if proposals 
comply with BRE guidelines.” 

 
6.1.59 The second sentence of this paragraph is ambiguous. The phrase “take 
account of” does not make it clear whether a reduction in light consequent upon the 
development is to be an impediment to the application, or whether the existence of 
balconies impairing light ingress is to be disregarded.  The latter is the current 
interpretation adopted by developers and planning officials.  Therefore, it is important 
to know if this sentence marks a reversal of policy, so that if a flat has balconies and 
already low levels of daylight, a new development should not be allowed to reduce 
those levels further.  If the second interpretation is intended the BA welcomes it.  If the 
first, then it needs justifying. The Agent of Change principle should apply consistently: 
you take your neighbours as you find them. 

 
Policy DE9: Lighting The BA proposes to include in item 2: 

 
Effective lighting controls and, for late night working, full density blinds should be a 
requirement. 

 
Please include a new item: 

 
Lighting on construction sites should be adequate to ensure safety and no more, and 
it should be shielded in such a way that it is not visible to neighbouring buildings, 
particularly in residential areas. 
 
Strategic Policy S9: Vehicular Transport and Servicing  The BA welcomes this 
policy, particularly Item 3 and its promotion of step free access at the City’s train and 
underground stations. 
 
6.2.17 The BA asks that residents be added to this list (the Beech Street experiment 
affected residents as residents living in their homes,  not simply as pedestrians). 

 
Policy VT2: Freight and Servicing 

 
Make clear in item 4 that deliveries in residential areas are barred between 11pm and 
7am seven days a week. 
 
Policy VT3: Vehicle Parking The BA considers that this policy, with its very hard line 
against private cars, fails to recognise the needs of (mainly) residents with limited 



mobility, who find navigating public transport difficult (many City stations do not have 
step free access) and rely to some extent on motor vehicles without blue badges. 
 
6.2.32 The BA suggests removing the word “exceptional”. 

 
Policy AT1: Pedestrian Movement The BA welcomes item 1.  In Item 7 please add 
as shown in bold below: 

 
7. The creation of new pedestrian rights of way will be encouraged where this would  
improve movement and contribute to the character of an area, taking into account the  
existing pattern of pedestrian routes and movement and connections to neighbouring  
areas and boroughs where relevant; and any heritage characteristics or listed building 
statuses. 

 
The BA does not, for example, consider that it would respect the grade II* listed 
landscape of the Barbican to forge new ground floor routes, particularly when there is a 
purpose designed network of highwalks. 
 
6.4.2 The BA believes there are five historic parks and gardens, not four. 
 
Strategic Policy S11: Historic environment The BA welcomes this policy and 
reminds readers that the historic environment includes 20th century heritage. 

 
Strategic Policy S12: Tall Buildings Comments also make reference to figure 21.  
Areas round the Barbican and Golden Lane are shown as not inappropriate for tall 
buildings. However, the BA would argue that Policies S3 (Housing) and S11 (Historic 
environment) conflict with tall buildings and make them inappropriate.  Moreover, the 
recognised effect of tall buildings on the urban heat island also makes them 
inappropriate: residents should be protected from adverse climate effects as much as 
possible. 

 

Chapter 7 Key areas of change 
 
The BA is surprised not to see any specific identification of sites for further housing 
given that: a) this area already has the largest clusters of housing in the City; and b) the 
policy in the Plan of siting new housing next to existing clusters. 

 
Strategic Policy S23: Smithfield and Barbican The BA would wish to reverse the 
emphasis in the statement at the second bullet point, which presently contains two 
incompatible aims. Given the Agent of Change principle, the emphasis should be the 
other way round, i.e. 

 
“preserving privacy, security and noise abatement for residents and businesses while 
seeking to retain and improve pedestrian permeability and connectivity through large 
sites such as Smithfield Market, Golden Lane and Barbican”. 
 



The BA also wants this strategy to acknowledge that these are listed sites.  The Barbican 
Landscape is a grade II* listed landscape and any increase in pedestrian permeability 
must respect that constraint. We suggest the addition to the second bullet point of:  
 
“While respecting the constraints imposed by the listing of these areas.” 
 
However, the BA welcomes the emphasis in this strategy on: 
 
-identifying and meeting residents’ needs, including enhancing residential amenity; 
-reducing air pollution; and 
-making only sensitive changes to enhance the special character of the area. 
 
The BA also supports embryonic plans to place Smithfield at the heart of the Culture 
Mile and use it for Cultural uses. This will help give an identity to the Culture Mile that it 
currently lacks and also help preserve residential amenity by locating vibrant cultural 
activities away from the large residential clusters of the Barbican and Golden Lane 
estates. 
 

7.8.6  This says that the Corporation’s Transport Strategy proposes to introduce a local 
Zero Emission Zone covering Barbican and Golden Lane by 2022. The BA understands that 
this is out of date and that no plan will be even proposed before 2022. 
 

Strategic Policy S24: Culture Mile Implementation It is not clear why the statement: 
 

“the potential redevelopment of the current site of the Museum of London on London 
Wall” is still in the policy, given the scrapping of the Centre for Music  

 
The BA proposes: 

 
“A full examination, involving the community, of the best use of the current site of the 
Museum of London, given the City’s defined needs for more housing, more open 
space, greening and biodiversity, and measures to counter climate change.”  
 
See the open letter at Appendix 2. 

 
The Smithfield and Barbican key area of change is a strongly residential area with 
cultural and mixed uses.  It would be a wasted opportunity not to undertake a proper 
examination of how the vacated space can best meet the needs of the City’s residents 
and workers as well as address the overarching need for climate change resilience and 
reduction of carbon emissions.  Since the plans for the Centre for Music were 
abandoned only in February 2021, there has not been time for a full examination of 
potential uses.  The policy should therefore be to have that examination. 

 
Policy SB1: Culture Mile Impacts 

 
The BA proposes to add the following reference to residential amenity to the impacts of 
the Culture Mile.  Given what is said elsewhere in the Plan about protecting residential 



amenity, there can be no reason not to include it here – in the area with the largest 
concentration of residences: 
 
“ensuring public realm and open space improvements, and temporary and popup stalls 
and events do not impede the efficient flow of people and essential vehicles or 
detrimentally impact on residential amenity or the conservation areas.”  
 

Appendices 1 and 2 attached. 
  



Appendix 1: Examples of consented schemes that have damaged residential amenity and 
breaches of planning policies 
 

Development Planning ref:  Damage to residential 
amenity 

Planning policies 
breached 

150 Aldersgate 
Street 

20/00371/FULMAJ -Cumulative impact of 
increased height and bulk 
-Escalation in height of 
street line 
-Loss of daylight/sunlight 
-Overlooking 
-Overshadowing 
-Light pollution 
-Damage to historic 
Conservation Area 

-City Plan 2036:  
Policy HL3; Policy DE5; 
Policy HS3, items 2 and 
4; Policy DE8 (items 
6.1.57, 6.1.58 and 
6.1.59 in particular); 
Policy HE1  
Smithfield 
Conservation Area SPD 
 

1-12 Long Lane 18/01020/FULMAJ -Impact of increased 
height and bulk 
-Establishment of new 
height line 
-Loss of daylight/sunlight 
-Overlooking 
-Overshadowing 
-Light pollution 
-Damage to historic 
Conservation Area 

-City Plan 2036:  
Policy HL3; Policy DE5; 
Policy HS3, item 2; 
Policy DE8 (items 
6.1.57, 6.1.58 and 
6.1.59 in particular); 
Policy HE1 
Charterhouse Square 
Conservation 
Document SPD 

Tenter House 17/01050/FULMAJ -Impact of increased 
height and bulk 
-Loss of daylight/sunlight 
-Overshadowing 
-Light pollution 

-City Plan 2036:  
Policy HL3; Policy DE5; 
Policy HS3, item 2; 
Policy DE8 (items 
6.1.57, 6.1.58 and 
6.1.59 in particular) 
 

CoLPAI 17/00770/FULL -Impact of increased 
height and bulk 
-Loss of daylight/sunlight 
-Overlooking 
-Overshadowing 
-Light pollution 
-Noise pollution 
-Damage to Conservation 
Area 

-City Plan 2036:  
Policy HL3; Policy DE5; 
Policy HS3, item 2; 
Policy DE8 (items 
6.1.57, 6.1.58 and 
6.1.59 in particular); 
Policy HE1 
 

21 Moorfields 16/00883/FULEIA -Impact of increased 
height and bulk 
-Loss of daylight/sunlight 
-Overlooking 
-Light pollution 
-Noise pollution 
-Non-enforcement of 
Planning conditions 

-City Plan 2036:  
Policy HL3; Policy DE5; 
Policy HS3, item 2; 
Policy DE8 (items 
6.1.57, 6.1.58 and 
6.1.59 in particular) 
-City Plan 2036:  
Section 4.1.32; Policy 
HL3, Item5. 



-Code of Practice for 
Deconstruction and 
Construction 

Bernard Morgan 
House/Denizen 

16/00590/FULL -Impact of increased 
height and bulk 
-Loss of daylight/sunlight 
-Overlooking 
-Overshadowing 
-Light pollution 
-Impact on Conservation 
Area  
-Limited access for 
wheelchair users  

-City Plan 2036:  
Policy HL3; Policy DE5; 
Policy HS3, item 2; 
Policy DE8, items 
6.1.57, 6.1.58 and 
6.1.59 in particular; 
Policy HL1 
 

160 Aldersgate 
Street 

15/00086/FULMAJ -Impact of increased 
height and bulk 
-Loss of daylight/sunlight 
-Overlooking 
-Light pollution 

-City Plan 2036:  
Policy HL3; Policy DE5; 
Policy HS3, item 2; 
Policy DE8, items 
6.1.57, 6.1.58 and 
6.1.59 in particular 
 

London Wall Place 10/00832/FULEIA -Impact of increased 
height and bulk 
-Loss of daylight/sunlight 
-Overlooking 
-Light pollution 

-City Plan 2036:  
Policy HL3; Policy DE5; 
Policy HS3, item 2; 
Policy DE8, items 
6.1.57, 6.1.58 and 
6.1.59 in particular 
 

Moorgate 
Exchange, 1 Fore 
Street Ave 

07/00092/FULL -Impact of increased 
height and bulk 
-Loss of daylight/sunlight 
-Overlooking 
-Light pollution 

-City Plan 2036:  
Policy HL3; Policy DE5; 
Policy HS3, item 2; 
Policy DE8, items 
6.1.57, 6.1.58 and 
6.1.59 in particular 
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Representing the interests of Barbican Residents 

 
 

OPEN LETTER TO THE CORPORATION OF LONDON 
06/04/2021 

 

Following the scrapping of the Centre for Music, the Barbican 
Association and the Golden Lane Estate Residents’ Association call on 
the City of London to produce a comprehensive “Blueprint” for the 
Barbican and Golden Lane rather than allowing piecemeal over-
commercialisation of the area. 

Dear Corporation of London, 

During, and immediately after, the devastation of the Second World War, the City of 
London showed real leadership and imagination by developing a comprehensive plan 
for a mixed residential, cultural, and educational district in the west of the Square 
Mile.  

Fifty years on from the Golden Lane and the Barbican estates welcoming their first 
residents, the time is now right for a similar exercise to ensure that this internationally 
acclaimed neighbourhood and asseti in the heart of the City is not slowly stripped of its 
current and future value by incremental planning mistakes and limited future vision.  



Open Letter to the Corporation of London, March 2021, page 2 of 5 

The scrapping of plans for the Centre for Music on the Museum of London/Bastion 
House site opens opportunities for a plan with widespread and long-lasting benefits. 
Instead of separate, and often competing, projects for parts of the neighbourhood we 
invite you to engage with the wider community to produce a cohesive post-Covid 
Blueprint for the whole Barbican and Golden Lane neighbourhoodii. 

We note that, with a disjointed approach to separate projects, over £8m has been 
spent on abandoned plans for the Centre for Music and the futile attempt to expand 
the City of London School for Girlsiii. Neither had proper community involvement, nor a 
sustainable business case.  

We now fear that the pendulum will swing back from schemes needing extravagant 
funding towards a drive for over-commercialisation of the area, piece-by-pieceiv. If 
applied to the Museum of London/Bastion House site, and others like it, the inevitable 
result will be poor outcomes for this very special part of the City. 

In the meantime, the sheer range of potential in such an internationally significant 
district demands a properly constructed and coordinated approachv. The opportunities 
include: 

 the soon to be vacated Museum of London/Bastion Housevi site which is 
suitable for a wide range of beneficial uses to the City, its residents and 
workers, and to London as a whole; 

 plans to invest in the Arts Centre to make it fit for the next 40 years; 

 the Barbican Exhibition Halls - an under-used resource for which the 
Corporation of London has no clear or published plan; 

 the pilot, zero-emission schemevii under the Beech Street tunnel tests a more 
climate-conscious approach in the City, but no long-term strategy has been 
disclosed or consulted on; 

 sustainable gardens on the public Highwalkviii and the Barbican Wildlife Garden 
illustrate how high-quality, green, open spaces are vital, but no City resources 
are dedicated to expanding this provisionix; 

 the move of the Museum of London offers the potential to develop culture in 
the City, but this will not happen without a clear strategy;  

 the redevelopment of Smithfield Market when the traders move out cannot just 
be planned behind closed doors by a small group of interests and commercial 
developers;  

 the arrival of Crossrail, bringing a predicted 206,000x daily visitors to the area, 
should be met by improvements in the walking environment locally; and 

 having celebrated the 50th anniversariesxi of both the Golden Lane and Barbican 
Estates recently there is now an opportunity to build on the success of this 
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extraordinary internationally acclaimed neighbourhood by creating an equally 
imaginative and bold vision for the next 50 years. 

The neighbourhood is internationally recognized because it has successfully and 
sustainably integrated community, commerce and culture over five decades; there is 
simply nothing like it anywhere else in the world. We are committed to finding ways to 
put this unique neighbourhood to the best possible use for the future while 
maintaining liveability and community at its core – a tranquil counterpoint to the 
monoculture of office and retail that is the surrounding City. 

The Barbican Association and Golden Lane Estates Residents’ Association call on the 
Corporation of London to establish a detailed comprehensive Blueprint based on the 
following principles; 

 Open exploration of the options in a way that is, crucially, genuinely 
participatory, integrating all the relevant interests to create a more robust 
outcome than current piecemeal plans;  

 Putting climate change at the heart of the decision-making; 

 Extending the provision of easily accessible open space and greening the City as 
a priority; 

 Recognizing that diversity of uses, including a growing residential population, is 
crucial for the long-term health of the City as a whole; 

 Prioritising peace and tranquillity for the health of workers and residents alike, 
especially in the post-Covid decade ahead; 

 Maximising the opportunities for creativity and imaginationxii; and 

 Establishing a City of London governance framework which encourages positive 
collaboration and co-creation, rather than competition, between all the 
institutions and communities in the area. 

Barbican Association Chair, Adam Hogg and Tim Godsmark of GLERA said “given the 
international significance of the Barbican and Golden Lane, and its commercial and 
cultural contribution, the City needs to bring together all the different interest groups 
in in an inclusive, forward-looking process to create a proper Blueprint; not just a 
jigsaw of unconnected, and often competing and wasteful, initiatives”.  

Yours faithfully, 

       

 

Adam Hogg         Tim Godsmark 
Chair, Barbican Association   Chair, Golden Lane Residents Association 
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Bastion House and the Museum of London, 2021 
NOTES FOR EDITORS 

 
i The Barbican complex became Grade II listed on 5 September 2001. It has since been designated a site of special 
architectural interest for its scale, its cohesion, and the ambition of the project. According to the Corporation of 
London, listing “ensures care will be taken over decisions affecting its future and any alterations respect the 
particular character and interest of the building”. 
ii The Corporation consulted on a Barbican and Golden Lane Area Strategy in 2013-15. Several related strands of 
work have since been started – but the strategy itself has not been reviewed and parts of it are now materially 
out of date. 
iii £15.3m was set aside for the City of London Girls School to fund an extension, without first developing a 
strategy or a sufficiently detailed business plan for repaying the proposed investment. In December 2019 the 
scheme was scrapped, but not after considerable resources were spent on architectural plans of questionable 
value. £8.05m has been spent to date on the Centre for Music, before this £288 million scheme was also 
scrapped in February 2021 after the failure to produce a business case to justify the projected expenses of 
building and running the Centre. 
iv The Corporation of London has 6 committees, 14 sub-committees and one consultative committee, all with 
separate, compartmentalised interests in the Barbican and Golden Lane Estates, and with multiple sources of 
financing. 
v The City has a Chief Surveyor, responsible for maximising commercial return on City land, but no Chief Strategist 
responsible for long-term sustainability and design of the local economy and environment nor a Chief Urbanist 
developing guidelines and vision for the urban fabric of the City. In contrast Copenhagen employs a City Architect 
with a remit to promote and balance the public realm, environment, economy, quality of life and wellbeing and 
Glasgow City Council employs a City Urbanist to develop ‘place quality’ working on housing, business, 
environment, transport and place connectivity and liveability. 
vi In 2019, the Corporation sought and was granted a Certificate of Immunity for the Museum of London and 
Bastion House. This means that the buildings, unlike the rest of the Barbican estate, are barred from becoming 
Listed Buildings for five years – until August 2024. A similar Certificate of Immunity was granted to Milton Court 
(thereby allowing it to be demolished and replaced with the Heron) against English Heritage’s recommendation, 
and despite its architect, Geoffry Powell, viewing it as his favourite work. https://c20society.org.uk/lost-
modern/milton-court-barbican-london 
vii Although the Corporation’s Transport Strategy says that the ZEZ will be developed “in consultation with 
residents and businesses”, in December 2019 the Corporation chose to start the Beech Street pilot without prior 
consultation. 
viii Created by Professor Nigel Dunnett. 
ix In recent years the City has favoured a policy of allowing development on open space and favouring the 
creation of roof gardens to compensate for the loss of amenity at pavement level. These gardens in the sky are 
less accessible, less visible and have less of an impact on ground-level pollution than the open space they 
replace. Ground level open space in the City is under pressure from the plans to increase commercial floor space 
in the City by 50 percent, from 1.2 million square metres to 1.8 million in 2026.  
x Crossrail’s website estimates 82,000 passengers each day at Farringdon and 124,000 at Liverpool Street with 24 
trains per hour at peak periods. These stations bookend the Barbican estate and are the only Crossrail stations in 
the City. Farringdon station has now been handed over to TfL ahead of services starting in 2022. 
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xi Architectural historians, residents, planners, commentators came together on 8 June 2019 at a 50th 
anniversary seminar organised by the Barbican Association in partnership with the Barbican Arts Centre to 
celebrate and talk about the Estate’s history, its present, and what its future might be. Historian Otto Saumarez-
Smith spoke of how the Barbican developed ideas first explored in the Golden Lane Estate: the Barbican was 
characterised by clarity of form, robustness and vigour. “These were not isolated buildings but a theatrical 
townscape with multiple interlocking levels.” One of the original architects, Frank Woods, agreed “The Barbican 
is not a building – it’s a neighbourhood”. Architect John Allan, who wrote the listed management guidelines, 
argued that the guidelines helped reconcile the tension between legal ownership and cultural ownership and 
helped bring intergenerational equity. “The Barbican embodies civic valour, urbanity. Its spacious generosity 
should not be appropriated by infilling or monetising its space. It’s a complete urban environment and needs 
understanding and vigilance”. 
xii The Covid-19 pandemic has required all cities to reimagine their strategies and plans, including their 
aspirations for cultural and creative development. In this context we welcome rebalancing the relationship 
between culture and commerce in the Square Mile proposed in the recent Fuelling Creative Renewal report, 
recognising creativity as a vital force, and look forward to the City incorporating it in post-pandemic recovery 
plans. 
 
 


